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home marketl. There is, however, no evidence to show that
consumption at home was adversely affected—the growth of
population, and the substitution of wheat for rye as the
bread-corn of the people 2, appear to be indications to the
contrary—and the absence of any popular opposition to the
bounty after the first year of its inauguration 3 suggests that
the growth of the export trade was not' at the expense of the
home market'.
Adam Smith not only denied that the bounty promoted They
plenty and so lowered the price of grain, but he also main-
tained that it kept the price at a higher level since " every
bushel of corn which is exported by means of the bounty, and
which would not have been exported without the bounty,
would have remained in the home market to increase the
consumption and to lower the price of that commodity " 4.
Yet he seems to overlook the consideration that farmers,
deprived of the security which the subsidy on corn afforded
them, might have been induced by the alternation of low
and high prices to contract the arable area and lay the land
down to grass. This would have aggravated the deficiency
in a bad season and reduced the surplus in a good one : in
either case prices would have been on a higher level. To
whatever extent the bounty served to keep land under the
plough, which would otherwise have gone out of cultivation,
it must also have served to keep prices over a long period
at a lower level. The gain which the bounty brought to the
farmer was greater stability of prices 5. The level of prices
1	The Wealth of Nations (ed. Caiman), ii. 10.
2	Supra, p. 427.	3 Supra, p. 453.
* The Wealth of Nations (ed. Caiman), ii. 10. Adam Smith argued that
the plenty of one year was hindered from relieving the scarcity of another.
But Tooke, who was also opposed to the bounty, pointed out that " on
the occurrence of scarcity, or rather the approach to it ... exportation
was prohibited ; and thus in fact the plenty of the former year did con-
tribute to mitigate the dearth of the scarce year. It is clear that in such
cases prices in this country must have been lower than they were abroad,
otherwise there would have been no need of prohibition. It is curious that
Dr. Smith, in the zeal of his argument against the policy of the bounty,
should have kept this circumstance out of view. The omission vitiates a
good deal of his reasoning on the subject " : A History of Prices (ed. 1857),
vi. 384, note.
6 Homer, An Essay on ... the Inclosure of Common Fields (and ed.),
19. Marshall, Industry and Trade (ed. 1920), 749-750, considers that
" during the years 1773 to 1792 [when] the English corn trade was left
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